th 


1 | • when shown 

dent ificat ion, - shv o« X u, xu 
a.ich. to ths Nexii York Post, " 


.e recent phot eg 
said,' in the wo 
"she wa 


the man who - ' checked 


r-apa of "Galt 1, used by ■ the FBI for 
rds of Cy Sgan’s April 18, 1968, di: 
uncertain xv’he the r the • photograph 


into" the rooming house. UP I quoted ner» 


don’t know" 


if it’s him . 1 ■ She said 
(Others said this picture 


was that of 

as saying ’ I' just don’t know. IB just 
the FBI had never shown her the photograph. " 
was not of the Ray they knew.) 

JPJ 7 - th f FBI never showed her the photograph .is legitimate cause 
Po ~ wona^rmeno . . ■ It cannot be because it 'expected her to make the neces- 
sary positive identification. . . 

Beasley ]s narrative was in other respects on and at. this point 

fS f 3 ? » Zt ls ?, 0t al0na Brewer who saw the ian who 

checked in. B. L. Reeves, tne clerk, was in the office. On October 10 

?- nial ,seemed _ about. to take place in less than two weeks, Charles 3 
Holmes, described by UPI as "press aide" for the trial, "said nine 


witne; 


were under subpe.na, but could not say whether they had 

ntr •i-V'tcs A /r\ ^ ~ ~ .ui . . * ,, u .• ^ 


- t , -i- ^ ny u oav wj-ic? uxj.wj/ i/xie y xiRa 

Ro!if? aued rl t S e T d 7 eI ^ ns ® the prosecution". He identified "Bertie 


Reeves 


Lt. R, ¥. Bradshaw, Memphis policeman; James U„ McCr 

li TjN IT « t) tr s . 7 . 


ta^i driver; William B. King and Charle 


Stone, Memphis fi 


aw , a 


JO ' « * W wwuw, nomyiua J. Xl'S til© n t GUV 

Campe , owner, of an amusement company near the rooming house: Gregory 
aynes, a reporter for the Memphis 'Commercial-Appeal ;~and Harvey G^nson- 

Stenhens ia b'‘? : (si f^ attorneys who represented . Charles q/ 

Stephens, believed to be a key witness in the case". 

fxiis Cannot, have been the complete list of witnes^^s Tt drpo 
not incMe Stephens or Mrs. Brsoerf But it dof KctateltviSs. ^he 

she'ch~oKd P hl,f R’ cl S ed h°™ Quotes Heaves as saying "I saw. him when 
she chc-okea him m. he ha a his bacx to me ..." it is not reasonable 

to assume neasley omitted Reeves from his uncontested narrative because 
Reeves completely substantiated the others. . L 6 

nbnnt ^ 0 ° ' ?! y Purchased binoculars at the York Arms Company, 

i no 5^ h ° f the roomin S house (T.62). RalphCar“- 

^ - i 18 . Sa: le ' WhlCh oame t0 These binoculars and 

,-tneir case were lauer recoverea. 


hour- 
seek them in 


however, if they were essential to a crime to be committed two 
_ater, wnat odd planning it is to -wait until the lrfS^ moment to 


strMns 


;e town. 


x .... No one was produced who directed'Ra v to 

f,.° r J n g e ?°“P any in ? strange city so he could buy the binoculars 
t* ^ Le haa.no use m the crime or for any other pur-nose. His tar- 

ffpollLfl^k 20 ? f9 ?^ aMy (th9 quotndhs-Si^urtl if 

p , inches). Ix x^e -assume what the prosecution x^ants assumed 

Ray knew, this from the outset, therefore, knew he had no need te K 
_a s, therefore, went and d ought them, leaving a very clear- trail. 

between. 1^:30 and P.M., Mrs. Elizabeth Copeland, who' 

worked across the street from, this area designated as Canipe 
Amusement Company, observed a small, .white automobile pull uo and. 
pa.rk m this general area, as designated by the smaller car* here 
on b he mock-up, to the north of this light' cole and to the south 
till ?L Ca p ipe A £ u sement Company, (indicating). Mrs. Copeland 
£ S f y Hurley i Pe Sgy> your husband is here for vou." 
bx.en Ins. Hurley cams to hie window and looked out.' she says, "Fo 

“ ““‘A’""'** 1 -. 0UI ’ car ls a B»l«on. white. Falconf This 
is .. wh_.e .-.us tang. She did note a man sitting in the oar. ( 1 , 63 ) 

““WW’ 5 - Oopeltmd left at S': 20 , the oar was still there 'but the 

Wobil U» 


man 


n . is right ^ano proper to promise, "this kind of testimony if i 4 - iq 
^ x uraep > y anything .more than the thinnest innuendo. Ray's 
vr„, p Fusuang. Here, however, we have no connection with Ray 

th't th?- tl established ^as at the rooming house and at approximately 

-r e niv t that was nofc re&11 ? evidence about Ra/ 

f ly u ° Y dke xt seem the case the prosecution did. not have w is -n 
=.bunasnc case.wxxih many witnesses . and the tiniest bits of evidence’ build - 
in 6 m.uo a strong case. This is, at best, a legal verbo^it”- Und^ 

r>.r>n<d q 4-4 j 4 . , _ 3 veiuuoXbv. unoer 


cross-examination, it would. ha\; 
bility to the prosecution. 


mounted, to- nothing. Or, 


worse, a lia- 
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